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Fernando Lopez-Sanchez, anative and citizen of Mexico, petitions for
review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order summarily affirming an

immigration judge’s (“1J") decision denying her application for asylum and
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withholding of removal. We have jurisdiction pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(1).
We review for substantial evidence, Nahrvani v. Gonzales, 399 F.3d 1148, 1151
(9th Cir. 2005), and deny the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the 1.J s determination that L opez-Sanchez
was not eligible for asylum or withholding of removal because the unspecified
threats made against hisfamily and his fellow ranch workers did not constitute
persecution. Seeid. at 1153-54 (noting that threats, without more, generally do
not rise to the level of persecution). Further, substantial evidence supportsthe IJ's
conclusion that Lopez-Sanchez failed to establish awell-founded fear of future
persecution because his father continued to work as the ranch foreman for several
years after his departure, and his family has remained in Mexico without incident.
See Aruta v. INS 80 F.3d 1389, 1395 (9th Cir. 1996) (holding that petitioner’ s fear
of persecution is undermined when similarly-situated family members continue to
live in the country without incident).

The voluntary departure period was sayed, and that stay will expire upon
issuance of the mandate. See Desta v. Ashcroft, 365 F.3d 741 (9th Cir. 2004).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED



